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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or 
a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one 
year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Bodin (US 5,301,356). 

As shown in e.g., Figs. 1-3, or 7, Bodin discloses a 
plurality of mobiles (M1-M10, Fig. 1 and respective disclosure), 
each converting analog voice (normal human speech) into digital 
voice packets and visa versa (col. 4, lines 62-67; col. 5, line 
38-col. 8, line 16; or Fig. 2; using TDMA or CDMA packets), 
mobiles convert data packets to analog data (not all data is 
voice data, some has to be control data, e.g., control channel 
messages, col. 7, lines 39-54), a plurality of access devices 
(Base Stations/BS B1-B10, Figs. 1 and 3, or respective, 
disclosure) , access devices (BSs) using polling to manage 
wireless routing (e.g., col. 11, lines 11-23), as specified in 
claim 7. J 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

r 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention thereof 
by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another 
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who has fulfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of 
section 371(c) of this title before the invention thereof by the applicant 
for patent . 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American 
Inventors Protection Act of 1999 (AIPA) and the Intellectual 
Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2 002 do 
not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly 
or indirectly from an international application filed before 
November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the 
amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 
3. Claims 15-16, 18, 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Lin (US 5,635,980). 

As shown in Figs. 1-2, Lin discloses a voice stream network 
(PSTN, Fig. 1, and respective disclosure, e.g., col. 5, lines 
17-25), a voice packet network (col. 5, lines 18-21; 106, Fig. 
1; video comprising voice and data, col. 2, line 40-col. 3, line 
19; or cols. 5-7, e.g., col. 5, lines 26-36), a first network 
device (analog phone, Figs. 1-2; col. 5, lines 18-21), a second 
device which converts voice from analog to digital (100, Figs. 
1-2 and respective disclosure, especially col. 5), telephone 
switching network (PSTN, Figs. 1-2), second device is an access 
device (100, col. 5), as specified in claims 15-16, 18, and 21. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
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4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which 
forms the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically 
disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the 
differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at 
the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 19-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lin as applied to claims 15, and 18, above, 
and further in view of Cheung (US 5,812,531) . 

Lin discloses also an internet switching network (106, col. 
2, line 40-col. 3, line 19). However, Lin fails to particularly 
call for the second device to be a computer. 

It is obvious that device 100 in Lin has the capabilities 
of a computer and is a computer but rather than just argue that 
any device with a microprocessor and the appropriate memory is a 
computer (since the applicant did not further define the term 
computer) , the examiner is using a second reference. 

Cheung teaches that access points can be computers (API, 
AP2, Figs. 1-4 and respective disclosure, e.g., col. 3, lines 
44-45) which update the topology (e.g., col. 4, lines 52-67; 
col. 6, line 48 -col. 8, line 12) and are connected to a packet 
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network or internet (col. 5 # lines 51-52; LAN; col. 1, lines 11- 
33) . 

It would have been obvious for the CPE in Lin to be a 
computer because Cheung teaches that computers can be used as 
access devices in a wireless environment and by making the CPE 
in Lin wireless, the phone (Lin: 101) could also be wireless or 
cellular so that it is mobile. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
6. Claim 17 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over the combination of Lin and Cheung as applied 
to claims 15-16 above, and further in view of Bodin (US 
5,301,356) . 

The combination of Lin and Cheung fails to particularly 
call for polling and/or spanning tree. 

Bodin teaches that it is well known to use a polling 
protocol (e.g., col. 11, lines 3-26). 

It would have been obvious to add polling to the 
combination of Lin and Cheung because the combination discloses 
using a plurality of wireless access points and roaming 
(Cheung) . This is the same reason that Bodin uses polling; so 
that mobiles could poll devices to see if a channel is available 
during a roaming or handoff procedure. This allows the mobile 
to know if the call will be dropped or continued. 
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It is notoriously well known to use spanning tree routing 
as taught by the Marin textbook. 

Since the combination of Lin, Cheung and Bodin discloses 
using LANs (Cheung: col. 5, lines 51-52; LAN; col. 1, lines 11- 
33) and updating the topology (Cheung: e.g., col. 4, lines 52- 
67; col. 6, line 48-col. 8, line 12), it would have been obvious 
to use spanning tree (Martin) for the purpose of avoiding loops 
in a network. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. Claims 9, and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Bodin as applied to claim 7 above, and 
further in view of Papadopoulos (US 5,602,836). 

Although Bodin discloses having the PSTN connected to the 
BS via the MSC (e.g., col. 1, lines 13-25; col. 4, lines 51-67) 
Bodin fails to particularly call for a telephone connected to 
one access device, as specified in claims 9 and 13. 

Papadopoulos teaches a telephone connected to one access 
device (PSTN connected directly to access device/BS, Fig. 1 or 
col. 3, lines 45-54; col. 14, lines 27-30), as specified in 
claims 9 and 13 . 

It would have been obvious to connect the PSTN to the BS 
since it' is obvious that a service provider who builds and 
installs a MSC can just as well pick a site that would be good 
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to install a BS at . When a BS goes down, a technician must 
drive to the location to repair it. If one BS is at the MSC 
location, e.g., on the roof of the building where the MSC is, 
that is one less BS that a technician would have to drive to in 
the event of a failure. It is certainly obvious to connect 
analog land line phones to the BS either via the MSC or directly 
at the BS site. When setting up a BS, a technician is working 
at a site where there may be no cellular coverage. It makes 
sense to have a land line installed at the BS for the 
technician. Also it is obvious if not inherent that analog 
phones are connected to the BS via the PSTN. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
8. Claims 1 and 5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bodin (US 5,301,356). 

As shown in e.g., Figs. 1-3, or 7, Bodin discloses a 
plurality of mobiles (M1-M10, Fig. 1* and respective disclosure), 
having a buffer (inherent in speech decoder 119, Fig. 2 for the 
process of converting analog to digital by sampling and 
quantizing etc.) each mobile converting analog voice (normal 
human speech) into digital voice packets and visa versa (col. 4, 
lines 62-67; col. 5, line 38-col. 8, line 16; or Fig. 2; using 
TDMA or CDMA packets) , mobiles convert data packets to analog 
data (not all data is voice data, some has to be control data, 
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e.g., control channel messages, col. 7, lines 39-54), a 
stationary device (Base Station/BS B1-B10, Figs. 1 and 3, or 
respective disclosure) , a wireless network (Fig. 1) , hardwired 
network connected to both stationary device and wireless device 
(TDMA MSCs, Fig. 4) a telephone connected to stationary device 
(PSTN connected to the BS via the MSC e.g., col. 1, lines 13-25; 
col. 4, lines 51-67), stationary device having a buffer (circuit 
in BS, Fig. 3 is similar to circuit in mobile, Fig. 2; col. 4, 
lines 62-67; col. 5, line 38-col. 8, line 16; or Fig. 2; using 
TDMA or CDMA packets) , and having the stationary device provide 
call set up assistance (Fig. 7 and respective disclosure, e.g., 
col. 11, lines 3-51; any device/node in the circuit between the 
end points, has to provide setup assistance by passing messages 
allowing the circuit to be set up) . 

Although Bodin discloses queuing (col. 3, lines 6-24) and 
using filtering (e.g., col. 7, lines 64-68) Bodin fails to 
specify details of the memory used in the speech decoders and as 
such fails to particularly call for a predetermined queuing 
period, as specified in claim 1. 

Huang teaches a predetermined queuing period (e.g., col. 3, 
lines 16-42, especially line 25), as specified in claim 1. 

It would have been obvious to mitigate the effects of 
jitter by using at least one or various queuing periods as in 
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Huang, because packets can arrive at varying times and speech 
can be distorted. Doing so can make the reproduced speech sound 
more natural . 

Although the combination of Bodin and Huang discloses 
having the PSTN connected to the BS via the MSC (Bodin: e.g., 
col. 1, lines 13-25; col. 4, lines 51-67) the combination fails 
to particularly call for a telephone connected to one access 
device, as specified in claims 1. 

Papadopoulos teaches a telephone connected to one access 
device (PSTN connected directly to access device/BS, Fig. 1 or 
col. 3, lines 45-54; col. 14, lines 27-30), as specified in 
claims 9 and 13 . 

It would have been obvious to connect the PSTN to the BS 
since it is obvious that a service provider who builds and 
installs a MSC can just as well pick a site that would be good 
to install a BS at . When a BS goes down, a technician must 
drive to the location to repair it. If one BS is at the MSC 
location, e.g., on the roof of the building where the MSC is, 
that is one less BS that a technician would have to drive to in 
the event of a failure. It is certainly obvious to connect 
analog land line phones to the BS either via the MSC or directly 
at the BS site. When setting up a BS, a technician is working 
at a site where there may be no cellular coverage. It makes 
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sense to have a land line installed at the BS for the 
technician. Also it is obvious if not inherent that analog 
phones are connected to the BS via the PSTN. 

Regarding whether a phone is connected to a BS via a MSC or 
more directly, it is worth noting that making features or 
inventions integral (see In re Larson, 144 USPQ 347 (CCPA 1965) 
and Howard v. Detroit Stove Works, 150 U.S. 164 (1893)); making 
features/inventions separable (Nerwin v. Erlichman, 168 USPQ 
177) and shifting the location of parts does not make an 
invention patentable (see In re Japikse, 86 USPQ 70 (CCPA 1950) . 

Therefore, it is obvious that an MSC and BS can be 

integrated in the same building or rack (of circuit boards) . 
1. Claims 2, 4, 6, 8, 10-12 are objected to as being dependent 
upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten 
in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier 
communications from the examiner should be directed to David R 
Vincent whose telephone number is 571 272 3080. The examiner 
can normally be reached on M-TH. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are 
unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be 
reached on 571 272 3126. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 
703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be 
obtained from the Patent Application Information Retrieval 
(PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free) . 
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